exclusively or almost-exclusively white are today racially diverse. A majority of racial minorities in the nation's largest metropolitan areas now live in suburbs. 7 In the past decade and a half, the lion's share of suburban population gains was attributable to minority migration to suburbs, primarily inner ring suburbs. These demographic shifts include unprecedented 'black flight' from cities, dramatic increases in Hispanic suburban population share, and the emergence of new suburban immigrant gateways and 'ethnoburbs.' 8 In 2014, sixty-one percent of immigrants lived in suburbs (up from just over fifty percent in 2000), with increasing numbers of new Americans shunning traditional "gateway" cities and settling directly in suburbs, especially in inner ring communities. 9 Many inner ring suburbs also are facing new economic strains, with relative poverty more prevalent than it was a generation ago. A comprehensive study of the economic and demographic profiles of sixty-four inner ring suburban counties undertaken by Robert Puentes and David Warren in 2006 found that, while the median income in inner ring suburbs remains about twenty-five percent higher than the nation's median, income levels in inner ring suburbs were stagnating and poverty rates were increasing, even as national income levels rose and poverty levels declined. 10 The number of high-poverty inner suburban neighborhoods is mirroring the promising decline in concentrated urban poverty.
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Elizabeth Kneebone and Alan Berube found, for example, that during first decade of the twentieth-first century, the number of poor individuals living in the suburbs rose by more than half, which was more than twice the 23 percent rate of increase The Inner Ring as a Distributional Problem
Most academics consider the challenges facing inner ring suburbs that are a result of these demographic shifts-such as a declining tax base, strains on public education, aging infrastructure, increasing crime and a heavier social service burden-to be a distributional problem. According to this view, inner ring suburbs are victims of a local government system that enables suburban sprawl and exclusionary zoning, encourages better-resourced communities to lure wealthier residents, and deprives older suburbs of access to a fair share of the regional tax base. According to these critics, the fragmentation of American metropolitan regions enforces intra-metropolitan inequalities, leaving older struggling suburbs to play a constant and futile game of catch up. The Inner Ring as an Aesthetic Problem: Enter the New Urbanism
Briffault hints at a related, but distinct, concern about inner ring suburbs, one that is framed in aesthetic rather than distributional terms. Observers frequently refer to the built environment in many older suburbs as aging, unattractive, and unappealing, and contrast the housing and commercial stock (tract, ranch and split-level houses and strip malls) to the older, more architecturally appealing homes and commercial buildings found in central cities and select early suburbs.
This critique is primarily directed not at the true first suburbs, as inner ring suburbs are sometimes called, but at what more accurately might be called the second suburbs. The first American suburbs were developed prior to the great depression, and tend to have the older housing stock and traditional street front commercial districts that are favored by elite opinion. The second wave of suburbia, which was developed on a massive scale in the post-war period, lacks such amenities. These homes and communities are considered by many to be aesthetically challenged timepieces with little to offer in the frenzied metropolitan competition for wealthier residents.
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The distributional view of inner suburban problems suggests policy solutions that would minimize competition between municipalities. The aesthetic view suggests a slightly different approach that seeks to overcome impediments to with sidewalks to achieve greater connectivity and walkability. The challenge for inner ring suburban leaders, however, is that many New Urbanist redevelopment efforts are pricy-well beyond the reach of many cash-strapped local governments.
In this context, the allure of using land use regulations to require alterations in the urban landscape is apparent. Land use regulations appear costless, since they theoretically only set the stage for the desired development and redevelopment, which will in turn be undertaken by private parties. The difficulty is-as decades of social science research demonstrate-that land use regulations are far from costless. And, unfortunately, their costs all too frequently are borne by those of modest means. 21 Proponents of the distributional approach to inner-suburban challenges acknowledge the costs of land use regulations.
Indeed their proposals flow in important respects from their critique of prevailing regulatory practices. They also acknowledge that their proposed alternatives are not costless, although, in my view, they may underestimate those costs.
Proponents of the New Urbanist alternatives to current land use regulations tend to ignore or downplay the costs, frequently billing them as cost saving devices that will free communities from the constricting grip of traditional zoning tools, when in reality, compliance costs can be extraordinarily high.
New Urbanists argue that cities should reject use-based zoning regulations in favor of a system of form-based aesthetic controls. This regulatory alternative Garnettto zoning flows from the assumption that urban development proceeds naturally from more dense areas to less dense ones. Andrés Duany called this progression the "urban transect," and New Urbanists urge local governments to replace traditional use zoning with regulations on building form appropriate to the various "transect zones" along the progression. The extent of the New Urbanists' influence is reflected in the fact that local governments are increasingly supplementing or supplanting traditional land use regulations with transect zoning laws and the form-based codes that inevitably accompany them. 22 The extent of this trend is difficult to gauge, but the fact that it is a trend is verifiable. Local governments as large as Miami, Denver and Cincinnati and as small as 100-person villages have enacted these devices into law. 23 Transect zoning and formbased codes may be particularly attractive to inner ring suburban leaders, since they are billed as a way to remedy the aesthetic challenges that prevent their communities from competing with their suburban neighbors, both older and newer. A good example of such a community is Arlington, Virginia, an inner ring suburb of Washington, DC, which adopted a form-based code to govern its Columbia Pike corridor in 2013. 24 
Countering Costlessness of New Urbanist Codes
Despite their allure, however, the adoption of these codes may prove counterproductive, especially in inner-suburban communities, for four related reasons:
GarnettFirst: Transect zoning is billed as embracing a simple theory about how to regulate urban development, which is that buildings appropriate for the city center should go in the city center, regardless of their use, and suburban buildings should look suburban, again, regardless of their use. In its implementation, however, transect zoning is anything but simple. As a practical matter, New Urbanists favor replacing traditional zoning with very meticulous and exhaustive aesthetic regulations, found in the form-based codes that fill the ubiquitous gaps in transect zoning regimes. To varying degrees, these codes dictate the architectural details (that is, the form) of buildings appropriate for the various zones in the urban transect. These details can consume dozens, even hundreds, of pages of regulations. As an alternative, some codes, including the Columbia Pike formbased code, provide illustrative "examples" of "appropriate" building and design styles, and require architectural review of all but the smallest projects.[ Figure 1 ]
Both forms of regulation raise development costs, and the vagueness of the second approach raises its own serious concerns.
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Second: The concept of the "urban transect" is ill suited to many suburban communities. The foundational planning principle of New Urbanism is that urban development naturally proceeds from more to less dense-from urban, to suburban, to rural. After decades of zoning, however, the urban transect frequently reflects New Urbanists' preferences and aspirations for urban development more than the actual facts on the ground in American communities.
Rather than proceeding neatly along the transect, the densities of many . 3 Orfield, Metropolitics, 23-65. 
